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REMARKS 

In siew of the above amend.meni apnlican believes the pe 3 ation is in 

condition for allowance. 

I i 1 1 ui 1 v^vl S T % s- ^ S 1,1, I 

and 19 are independent. 

Claims 4 and 14 have been canceled; and claims !, 6, 7, 11, 15 and 19 have been 
a 10) do scon i on ol his - n i ) > 1 h l m et 

Priority Under ,35 t T ,S,C, § 1 19 

i v ! t > ^ -< 0 v e \t i 

Applicant's claim for i dgn priority under 35 U.S.C § 119, and receipt of the certified priority 
document. ■■ 

ari t o' e < kisssos 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for considering the references snpplied with the 
Information Disclosure Statements filed July 21, 2003, November 20, 2003, January 19, 2005, 
February 9, 2005, and September 14, 2005, and for providing Applicants with initialed copies of 
the PTO- 1449 or PTO-SB08 forms filed therewith. 

Drawings 

s er for indie tat the drawings fik 2 )07 md 

June 1 1, 2007 are accepted. 

- . Objections 

The Examiner has objected to claims 7 and 15 because of several informalities. In order 
to overcome this objection, Applicant has amended claims 7 and 15 in order to correct the 
deficiencies pointed out by the Examiner, Reconsideration and withdrawal of this objection are 
re spec t f in h req u es te d 



Bash. Stewart Y e*aseh a 8 <c>t I LP 



Application No. i 0/622,697 Docket No,: 00334)89 IP 

Amendment dated December 12. 20007 Page ] 0 

Reply toOn\ Act u o: sm .-nV .2, 2o>'~ 

Claim Ansea dnjCjm 

Applicant has amended claim 6 In order to place the claim in better form. The claim 
an ! * n nti 1 ? 

1 v s c i <> v i iv ias been amende el> ,! 

the nib ec latte 1 erei mor< i e h 



Rejections u nder 35 ihS.C. §103 
Claims 1.3 J. 11. and 13-14 

The Office action rejects claims 1, 3-5, 11, and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No, 2001/0019364 to Kawahara (hereinafter 
"Kawahara" m view of U.S. Patent No, 5,438,367 issued to Yamamoto el al (hereinafter 
"Yamamoto"}. 

Independent claims 1 and 11 have been amended to include the features of claims 4 and 
14 respectively. As amended, the claims include the following feature: 

said exposure detecting unit detects said exposure level with said light source emitting 
light based on said light emission quantity determined by said light emission quantity 
determining unit, and immediately thereafter said exposure detecting unit detects said 
exposure level with s-aid light source not emitting light. 

i'he Offic * ot v i h 1 eat is disc s d i <a\\ i am i mirnoio 
Apphca-nt reared eth d'say'ie..*. In contrast to the above-noted feature, Kawahara Figure !3A 
indicatt 5 that in mage is cant rec set. nented am deteete witho ut light emitted irom the flash 
ury \ J ^ o ej s i . ^ u . <. v ^ ! j 1 

flash unit f k ^ ^ 380V > <. . ^ K,ovahura. paragraphs " 51 0 The sequence of 

ion-emission i e siors >p( te the eature recitec nended 1 ! and 1 1. 

Figure 1513 mcreh < n 1 1 some >> .t -u ^ i i, v 1 the \\n vd/uvs ag il 
is en edf t e x sb ? , 

Yamamoto discloses a process for correcting an amount of light-emission that involves 
iterative!) 1 moving the photographed subject through four positions (LI-L4) and measuring the 
amount <.n light captured ar each. The p~oce-- discloses light emission .tor each iteration. (See 
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colun e v i Hit > 1 the cess - w o unii* the tb ve otet eaturc of 

amended claims 1 and 1 1. These claims are therefore believed to be in condition for allowance 
for at least the m - du-p ubo\e Ifoc sumo. w i x-wmfo iv\jues>vd 

Claims 3,5,. and 13 depend from claim I or 1 1 aod are therefore believed to be allowable 
for at least the reasons discussed above. 

Claims 6, 8, JO, 16. ami 18 

Claims 6, 8. 10. 16, and 18 are rejected under § 105; a) as unpatentable over Kawshars 
and Yamaraoto in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6.654,062 issued to Numata et ai (hereinafter 
"Mumata"), 

Applicant respectfully submits that claims 6, 8, 10, 16, and 18 are in condition for 
allowance for at least the reasons given for claims 1 and 1 1, from which they depend. Claims 6, 
8 and 16 are believed to be allowable for additional reasons set forth below. 

Claim 6 recites, in part, "wherein a shutter key operation status is determined, the stains 
determination triggered when said exposure level, detected by said exposure detecting unit 
matches said optimal level." Neither Kawahara, Yamamoto, nor Nmnata discloses such a 
feature, 

The Office Action asserts that Numafa discloses "use of a shutter key button of an 
electronic camera to trigger a detection of exposure level for determining a proper exposure 
value and to instruct storage of image to a storing unit" (Office Action pp 10-11). However, 
this alleged feature does not teach thai determination of a shutter key operation status is triggered 
when a detected exposure level matches an optimal level, The determination in claim 6 of 
whe detected exposure leve 1 etermination 

of the shutter key s operation status. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 6 is 
in condition for allowance. 

I 16 rt p sta i love eten i g i >r determining whethx 

said expo sure level detected b\ said exposure level detecting unit in said non-emission state set 

tuh Sfevvjrt f,,. -(Hi LLP 
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by said bta**uv s e se I u . < ^ a <. ■ pmnal level or not," (Emphasis added). In 
contrast. Nun sc > ;e 1 at > ghtness level in a son-emission state is ned bj 
measuring device for determining whether or not the brightness level is smalle r tha n u minimum 
brightness value required for capturing an image without emission of light from the flash unit. 
>e i ; mil imum value is 

the san e as determining whether a \ arue matches an optimal value. The Numata minimum value 
is iK ni s i ! i camera «. n take a picture t tined shutter 

spend without flash." (Column 6, lines 1 -4). In the pie^ct • >c>sure value 

is one that does not result in over-exposure or under-exposure. (See specification generally). 
The "minimum value" defined in Numata does not take under- or over-exposure into account. 
I.e., image data may he greater than minimum value and still be under-exposed or over-exposed. 
Accordingly. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 8 is allowable for at least, the above: 
reasons in addition to being dependent upon claim 1, 

Claims ? ami IS 

Claims 7 and 15 are rejected raider § 103(s} as unpatentable over Kawahara and 
Yaraamoto in further view of U.S. Patent No. 7, 092,029 issued to Medwick et al (hereinafter 
"Medwlek"). Applicant respectfully submits thai the cited references do not alone or in 
combination disclose every feature of claim 7 or 15. 

7 and ) *> teuv > i \ , ka hah t 

vJ« s £ 1 * Qu mi i e_ and a nluralin of ref erence di ffe rences, the n. t e light < i vi i 
o«.m v . 3v. ^ ^ vo v v. 1 v to v t ^ >a u < . tv m et. u, ^nd said 
table - xAed-up based >n said first difference detected by said comparing unit to read 
eoi es ending said As. hgm emission o s t v .' ■ s > a ? , added :>, 

In contrast, Medwick discloses a table holding values for strobe duration and "an 
associated power value" fhe. power va * epresents pe entage s el ice tt the 
specified strobe duration divided by the luminance at a nominal strobe duration. This ratio is not 
analogous to the plurality of reference differences in the table of the pwni imention. fhe 
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reference differences correspond to possible values detected lor fee first difference, winch is 
derived by comparing an exposure level detected with Hash with an exposure level delected 
without flash. The first difference is compared with the table's reference differences in order to 
d v it; ssimi ,.(U di 'Teres ues is used, and therefore a patentable 

different a n> rat <> etermini g an expo \ re level s claimed Thus, the table of Medwick, 
combined with the inventions of Kawahara and Yamamoto, does not render unpatentable the 
features of claims ? i AppHc - u'ul ibnu am 1 7 and 15 are in condition 
for allowance, and requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

Ciaism ■ (1 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under § 103(a) as unpatentable over Km iara - view oi 
Japanese Patent No. JP07-072536 issued to Terunuma Hiroshi (hereinafter "Hiroshi"). 

Sfee Oi v Hiroshi discloses "a fh « c d x 

emitted light regardless of a shutter operation so as to enable the camera to photograph an object 
where image shadow is reduced Applicant respectfi iy dis ree 

The Hash devices of Hiroshi enable reduced-shadow elose-up photography. With a 
s n^ v 1 1 ! v ^ k n ^ is! 1 \ u to ( v. t 

and the on-camera flash and the associated acute angle of flash fight illuminating the object of 
the photo U< s - ' i ^ id flash and a means for determining whether it 

should be used or not. In addition, Hiroshi provides a button for initiating only the Hashes, in 
ordci to c etermi ;e f he 1 ish produ ed - a i > re op i nai \ 'educed - allowing the user to 
slide the second Hash to a , 1 < if neeessa it g an image. In 

other words, the flash units do not, as fee Office Action asserts, automatically emit light 
v J -ute ^ oocr o b" mO ^ m> . *. v i 

nov i perse Id Ik c art could ' present in bvic s ^ > Kawahara in 

combination with Hiroshi. Adding to Kawahara a second Hash, and/or a manual means of 
triggering only the flash would not result in "starting emission of light of said light source 
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automatical!} in accordant with eae>pi-si e based o d :ma <. t 
of an operation of said shutter key." as recited by claim 19. 

Accordingly. Applicant submits that Kawahara and Hiroshi. alone or in combination, do 
not disclose every feature of claim 19. nor do they render the features of claim 19 obvious. 
Claim 20 depends from claim!9, and is therefore believed to be allowable for at least the 
foregoing reasons. Reconsideration of these claims and withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

'Claims 21 and 22 

Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kawahara and Hiroshi 
in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,351,606 issued to Yamazaki (hereinafter "Yamazaki"). 

Claims 21 and 22 depend from claim 1.9 and are, therefore, believed to be allowable for at 
least the reasons discussed for claim 19. Yamazaki does not resolve the above-noted 
deficiencies of the other references, 

Oaim$9m!dl? 

Claims 9 and 17 are rejected tinder § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kawahara, Yamamoto, 
and Nuraata in further view of Yamazaki. 

Applicant respect *ul I y submits that the features of dependent claims o and 17, in addition 
to being allowable for the same reasons as independent claims 1 and 1 1 from which they depend, 
are not disci e t c 

Claims 9 and 1? rtute in pertinent pat \ etermined by st >isn level 

a i c eveo^tre Ic^el cues not matcn, s „ s esn 

unit determines s; id light emission quantit\ to be the maximum quantity that can be emitted by 
said light source," 

Ihe Office Action asserts that Yamazaki discloses an exposure control for an electronic 
camera in which when an exposure level does not match to a preset value, the camera controls a 
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flash unit to emit light at a maximum amount to obtain K**t c\p<>\urv ^ „ c for image 
recording. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Yamazaki discloses a method to detect obstruction to an electronic flash and to correct an 
exposure level, in the method, captured image data is processed to determine if the image data is 
under-exposed. The method further includes determining if the image data was captured during 
raaximu fias a ) d 3 hes e tation e. s r ^ ted etcher tha ei 
finger obstructed the flash, or that the flash does not reach the subject of the captured image. 
Alternatively, exposure level of the image data is corrected. However, nowhere does Y arnazaki 
disclose that a "light emission quantity [is set] to be the maximum quantity that can be emitted 
by said light source," as recited in claims 9 and I?, Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits 
that claims 9 and 17 are in condition for allowance for the foregoing reasons as well as by reason 
of dependency front independent claims I #nd 3 I f which are believed to be allowable lor the 
reasons discussed above. 

For at least the reasons discussed. Applicant believes claims 1,3,5-11. 13 and 15-22 are 
in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the claims and withdrawal of the rejections is 
respectfully requested. 

{ % ^References 

S c «. v v. 1 1 \ i i \ v c 

claims, but have merely been cited to show the state of the art, no comment need be made with 
< V ' the i > 
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Conclusion 



All of the slated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, accommodated, or 
rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider ail presently 
uts i e e i s i ! 1 e> be % i n. H Is k < 1 mpk-u tsc 

has been made to the outstanding Office Action, and as such, the present application is in condition 
for allowance, 

t v u v v r foi reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution o nc nest sen, Regisin 

No. 58,565, at (703) 205-8000. 

ii s v s „ v s t ^ i^ucs ee 
! t s ■) ! e i ( i U jc . 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to .Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
■ > 1 l\ xs 1 16 or : ; "h partictdarl) e\tcnnon ot time fees. 

Dated; December 12, 2007 Respectfully submitted. 
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